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I. INTRODUCTION 

This report is an analysis of an opinion survey of 
Office of Child Development (OCD) publications of 
the United States Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. The survey questionnaire was prepared 
by OCD and all other functions were carried out 
by the University Sciences Forum, a national public 
concern non-profit organization. 

II. OBJECTIVE 

The purpose of this survey was to determine us- 
age and relevance of seven day care publications. 
These are: 

A Statement of Principles 

Serving infants 

Serving School Age Children 

Staff Training 

Health Services 

Administration 

Serving Children with Special Needs 

As indicated by the titles, these publications cover 
the general functional areas of organization, adminis- 
tration, staffing and operating child care centers. The 
questionnaire provided for evaluation of these publi- 
cation on the basis of whether the publication was 
received by the respondent; how much of the publi- 
cation was read (all to none in five stages); relevance; 
readability; refcrability; and loan factors of the pub- 
lications. Additionally, the survey incorporated ques- 
tions regarding usefulness of the publications and fur- 
ther requirements for information. The questionnaire 
provided for recording of the respondent's job or 
position within the overall child care program. 

111. METHODOLOGY 

Selection of, Respondents: Three (3) one-time 
mailings were made to the following groups: 

Group A Si*c 556 

Mailing lists provided by OCD 



Group B Size 562 

List prepared from member pur- 
chase orders to Day Care and Child 
Development Council of America, 
Fcb-Mar '73, for reprint copies (at 
cost) of Day Care Publications. 

Group C Size 1,421 

List prepared from incoming cor- 
respondence files of OCD, request- 
ing one or more day care publica- 
tions. 

It is significant that Groups A and C received their 
OCD publications without cost, whereas Group B 
purchased reprints from the Council. 



Mailing and Receipt: The survey questionnaires 
(attachment 1) were mailed to prospective respon- 
dents over a 45-day period. Redundancy was avoid- 
ed by repeated screening of the mailing lists. A total 
of 2,539 questionnaires were dispatched, to which 
898 replies were received. This represents a 35.4% 
response, which is quite high for a national survey 
of any type. 

Questionnaires received were key-punched into a 
record card. A computer program was prepared 
which read-out each record, provided descriptive sum- 
maries of each question, and detailed accounting for 
the question (#3) which dealt with receipt, use, and 
relevance of the OCD publications. Because of the 
open-endedness of several of the questions, they were 
subjected to manual synthesis and incorporated into 
the analysis. Due to the large number of answers re- 
ceived, a major part of the statistical analysis was 
concerned with classifying the opinions of the re- 
spondents concerning the issues treated in the ques- 
tionnaire. The analysis was the work of four highly 
qualified University Sciences Forum members with 
backgrounds in statistical analysis. Detailed analy- 
sis data, including a narrative and tab)c(s) for all 
usable data, have been submitted to the Office of 
Child Development. The following is a summary 
report. 



IV. FINDINGS 



B. Arc OCD Publications Read by Respondents? 



A. Distribution and Returns 

A summary of the distribution and returns of 
the questionnaires is contained in Table I. It is 
interesting to note that the highest response rate, 
37%, came from Group "8" (those who paid for 
reprints of these publications), 



The answc is a strong affirmative (96.1%). Re- 
spondent indicated 82 separate job descriptors. 
With further analysis, these fall into three broad 
categories: teachers, operators, and administrators. 
Of these categroics, teachers read a slightly higher 
percentage of the publications than administrators, 
and operators read slightly less than administrators. 
Table 2 is a summary of the averages: 



Group 


Received 


Received No 


Total No. 


Number 


%of 


Source 


Publications 


Publications 


Mailed 


Returned 


Return 


A 


105 


77 


556 


182 


33 


B 


136 


73 


562 


209 


37 


C 


234 


273 


t,421 


507 


36 



Table 1 
Distribution and Returns 



Respondents listed 82 separate job titles, with 
the largest numbers (frequency) coming from those 
who stated the following as their job functions 
(ranked): 

Policy Maker 
Staff Member 
Director 
Consultant 
Administrator 

Based on respondent specific fob titles, these 
were also grouped by job title for possible further 
analysis. 

Group 1 Teacher/Trainer 
Group 2 Operator /Practitioner 
Group 3 Administrator/Policy Maker 



C. What Publications Do the Various Groups Read? 

The average respondent reads about 50% of the 
entire publication, and tends to select portions of 
highest personal interest on which to concentrate. 
Chart I compares the reading of the various publi- 
cations by the three "mailing'' groups. Much can be 
inferred from this table concerning the "needs' 1 of 
certain disciplines when combined with comparative 
data on relevance and readability. 



D. Are OCD Publications Easy To Read? 

Almost 95% of the respondents felt that Day 
Care publications are most readable. Less than one 
percent thought OCD publications "difficult to 



Discipline 




Read One 
o r Mo r e 


Received- 
Not Read 


Teacher /T t airier (n * ?4> 




plM 


2.7% 


Opera t or /Pra ciitip her ( n 68) 






4,4% 


Ad mi n i st fa tor/Pol icy Ma kef (n 


* 2S6) 


966% 


3.4% 


\ _ _ , . Table 2 " ; 



Respondents Reading Record 
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3.0 r- 



J>9 
2.8 
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2A 
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2.2 
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1 | COUNCIL REPRINTS 
]///] REQUEST TO OCD 
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2 * LITTLE;o * NONE 
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Chart 1 
Amount Read 



E. Are Day Care Publications Considered Relevant, 
and How Much of Each Publication Was 
Read by Respondents? 

To answer these questions, one must examine the 
amount each publication was read as well as the de- 
gree of relevance assigned the publication. In the 
following, each publication is analyzed with respect 
to the reported amount read and the degree of rele- 
vance. Chart 1, Amount Read, indicates the de- 
gree to which a single publication is read by mail- 
ing groups. Group "B" respondents consistently 
read more of each publication (with two minor ex- 
ceptions) than did any other group- Also, "Admin- 
istration", "Principles" and "Training" arc rated 
higher than any other publications. 

1 Chart 2 displays the relevance data for each pub- 
lication by "mailing" groups. On the average, 
Group "C" (those who ihitiaied requests to OCD) 
tended to raid all publications rrlofe relevant t6 thejr 
us* than did the other groups. 



F. Administration 

Of the seven publications surveyed this was 
ranked highest for relevance and second highest for 
amount read. There was tittle difference in the per- 
centage return between the group receiving the pub- 
lication free and the group purchasing reprints. 
There were, however, clear differences in the sub- 
stantive responses among the groups. Those who 
purchased reprints read more and found the con- 
tents more relevant. Interestingly, those who paid 
for the publications also reported loaning them less 
often. (See Table 3) 



G, Health 

Among the publication in the survey, this one 
Was ranked low for both relevance and amount read 
by recipients. Stiil, by any standards It is fudged lo 
be modcratcjy relevant, with a score of about 2.0 
for the relevance index, and more than half of each 
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Chart 2 
Relevance 



issue is read by recipients. Again, those who pur- 
chased the publication reported that they read more 
of each issue and tended to assign higher relevance 
score$. (See Table 4) 



H. Serving Infants 

This publication was in a middle ranking for 
relevance and amount read. It was rated more than 
moderately relevant to the needs of recipients and 
most of each issue is read by them (a typical score 
of 2.8 for the amount read index). This publication 
is loaned more than others In the survey* (See Table 5} 



I. Principles 

This publication ranks first in terms of the amount 
amount of each issue read by recipients and ranks 
second In terms of relevance a mbh^ the pub 



included in the survey. In this case there were no 
significant differences found between readers who 
purchased reprints and those who received the pub- 
lication free: both groups read most of each issue 
and find it more than moderately relevant to their 
work. Again, persons who purchase do not lend the 
publication quite as much, but the difference is not 
statistically significant. (See Table 6) 



J . . ; Schoof ; ;^ : i; :^ ,j ; ;„^ ^ • 

This publication was ranked loW compared to 
others surveyed, both for relevance to the needs of 
recipients and for the amount of each Issue which is 
read. Still, more than half of each issue Is read and 
found to be of more than marginal relevance; in 
this case, those who purchased pubtidatlons found 
them les* relevant than some who 'did not, but they 
reported reading more of eaxh issue, (See table 7) 





Croup A 
n-76 


Croup B 
n-107 


Group C 
n- 182 


Amount Read 
AM 
Most 
Half 
Uttte 
None 


47.2% 
18.4 
14.9 
11.5 
8.0 


54.6% 

12.0 

19.7 

9.4 

4.3 


50.7% 
13.5 
16.7 
14.0 
6.1 




100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


Amount Index 

{4 point scale! 
1 4 points for all, 
3 for most, etc.) 


2.851 


3.034 


2895 


Relevance 

High 

Moderate 
Marginal 
Not Relevant 


60.0% 
10.0 
11.2 
18.8 


64.9% 
19.3 

61 

9.7 


53.0% 
28.7 
5.6 
12.7 


v.* * ' 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


Relevance Index 

(3 points for high, 
2 for moderate, etc.) 


2.113 


2.395 


2.221 


Loans Reported 


56.3% 


47.8% 


59.4% 



Table 3 
Administration 





Croup A 
n-93 


Croup B 
n«94 


Group C 
n-184 


Amount Read 
All 
Most 

LI* II 

Hal" 

Little 

None 


40.4% 

18.2 

17.2 

10.1 

14.1 


48.5% 
10.5 
22.6 
14.0 
4.4 


45.3% 
18.4 
16.8 
15,8 
3.7 




100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


Amount Index 

(4 point scale) 
{4 points for all, 
3 for most, etc.) 


2.606 


2.853 


2.858 


Relevance 

High 

Moderate 
Marginal 
Not Relevant 


35.6% 
25.3 
16.1 
23.0 


4M% 
33.9 
13.4 
11.6 


44.4% 

32.2 
8.9 
14.5 




100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


Relevance Index 

(3 point scale) 
(3 points for high, 
2 for moderate, etc.) 


1.506 


2.045 


2.067 


Loans Reported 


46.0% 


42.0% 


59.6% 



Table 5 
Infant 





Group A 
n-93 


GroupB 
n-94 


Group C 
n-184 


Amount Read 
All 
Most 
Half 
Little 
None 


32.3% 
15.6 
19.8 
22.9 
9.4 


42.4% 

9.3 
22.9 
16.1 

9.3 


38.6% 
16.6 
20.9 
19.8 
4.2 




100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


Amount Index 

(4 point scale) 
(4 points for all, 
3 for most* etc.) 


2.385 


2.593 


2.652 


Relevance 

High 

Moderate 
Marginal 
Not Relevant 


35.6% 
25.3 
16.1 
23.0 


41.1% 
33.9 
13.4 
11.6 


44,4% 
32.2 
8.9 
14.5 




i0o.o% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


Relevance Index 

(3 point scale) 
(3 points for high, 
2 for moderate, etc.) 


lllll 

1506 


2,045 


2067 


Loins Reported 


46.0% 


42.0% 


69.6% 



table 4 
Health 





Group A 
n-37 


Group B 
n- 133 


Group C 
n-221 


Amount Read 
All 
Most 
Hall 
Little 
None 


51 .0% 

13.5 

16.7 

9.4 

9.4 


60.3% 

11.9 

15.9 

6.3 

5.6 


55.2% 

14.9 

16.4 

8.5 

5.0 




100,0% 


100.0% 


too.o% 


Amount Index 

(4 point scale) 
(4 points for all, 
3 for most, etc) 


2.875 


3.000 


3.070 


Relevance 

High 

Moderate 
Marginal 
Not Relevant 


46.5% 
29.1 
5.8 
18.6 


49.6% 
32.5 
? 5.7 
12.2 


55.9% 
29.3 

5.2 f 

9.6 




100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


Relevance Index 

1 3 point scale) 
(3 points for all, 

2 for most, etc.) 


2.035 


2.195 


2,314 


Loam Reported 


$3.4% 


63.1% 1 


60.0% 



Table 6 
Principles 





Croup A 
n-88 


Group 8 
n- 95 


Group C 

n*!76 


Amount Read 

All 

Most 

Half 

Little 

None 


41.6% 
19.1 
167 
13.6 
10.1 
100.0% 


43.2% 
16.8 
18.9 
13.7 
7.4 
100.0% 


37.3% 
19.8 
22.0 
170 
39 
100.0% 


Amount Index 

(4 point scale) 
<4 points (or ah 
3 for most, etc.) 


2.685 


2 747 


2.698 


Relevance 

High 

Moderate 
Marginal 
Not Relevant 


32.9% 
27.4 
13.7 
26.0 


42.9% 
23.8 
17.9 
15.4 


55.4% 
25.0 
9.2 
10.4 




100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


Relevance tndex 

(3 point scale) 
(3 points for high, 
2 for moderate, etc.) 


1,671 


1540 


2.246 


Loans Reported 


60.6% 


38.8% 


55.8% 



Table 7 
School 





n-79 


Of OUp D 

n- 86 


vsroup v 
n - 166 


Amount Read 








All 


34,5% 


42.2% 


44.6% 


MOSt 


20.2 


13.7 


14.3 


Half 


15.5 


18.6 


19.6 


Little 


20.2 


17.6 


17.9 


None 


9.6 


7.9 


3.6 




100.0% 


100.0% 


1 00.0% 


Amount Index 








(4 points for all, 








3 for mast, etc.) 


2,500 


2.647 


2.786 


Relevance 








nign 


32.9% 


42.9% 


55.4% 


Moderate 


27.4 


23.8 


25.0 


Marginal 


13.7 


17.9 


9.2 


Not Relevant 


26.0 


15.4 


10.4 




100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 










{3 points for high. 








2 for moderate, etc.) 


1.671 


1.940 


2.246 


Loans Reported 


50.6% 


38.8% 


55.8% 



Table 8 
Special Needs 



K. Special Needs 

This publication is ranked with the middte group 
of publications surveyed in terms of relevance to 
the needs of recipients; it is ranked with the low 
group in terms of the amount of each issue read by 
recipients. There arc no significant differences in 
amount and relevance scores assigned between those 
who purchased the publication and those who did 
not. {See Table 8) 



L. Training 1 

J This publication ranks high in terms of the 
amount of each issue read; virtually alt of each issue 
is read by recipients. The material is assigned a 
rating of moderate rclcvanjfc or better; Interestingly 
recipients report thai they lend this publication less • 
often than any of the others In the survey* (See Table 9) 



M. Use of Publications 

Respondents were asked to identify various uses 
to which they put individual publications. Summing 
all publications, 52% of respondents used them as 
resource or reference material; 16% used them for 
planning of new centers; 12% found them useful for 
staff training; and 10% got "ideas" from them.Chart 
3 depicts use of received publications by function. 

N. Requirements for Materials 

The questionnaires asked, In open-ended form, 
what further type of materials or publications were 
needed by respondents in their work. Of those who 
answered this question, twenty percent stated, 
"Booklet ii Preschool (unpublished). It would ap- 
pear that not only are many respondents "waiting 0 
for this publication, but they feel a genuine need 
for same! 



JC 





Group A 
n-99 


Group B 
n- 104 


Group C 
n- 199 


Amount Read 

All 

Most 

Hatf 

Little 

None 


40.2% 
20.6 
19.6 
11.3 
8.3 


50.8% 

16.9 

21.2 

6.8 

3.6 


48,2% 
17.1 

22,6 
8.5 
4,3 




100.0% 


100,0% 


100.0% 


Amount Index 

(4 point scale) 
(4 points for all, 
3 for most, etc.) 


2.732 


3,034 


2.990 


Relevance 

High 

Moderate 
Marginal 
Not Relevant 


45.6% 
26.7 
8.9 
18.8 


51.3% 
29.1 
10,2 
9.4 


49,5% 
30,2 
10.4 
9,9 




100.0% 


100.0% 


100,0% 


Relevance Index 

<3 point scale) 
(3 points for high, 
2 for moderate, etc.) 


1.989 


2,222 


2.193 


Loans Reported 


47.8% 


38,9% 


60.4% 




Table 9 
Training 







Other responses included: 

"How does one obtain information on parental 
involvement?** 

"Where do ( get structured cirriculum data?" 

"How do I learn about sources for funding and 
better ways to manage centers?" 

"Can you furnish me graphic aids such as 35mm 
slides and posters?" 

"Can you furnish me a manual on day care?" 

At the end of the scale, several respondents felt that 
a film on a "model center" would be most useful for 
them in providing the optimal care to their concerns. 
Chart 4 shows responses (in percent) to questions 
concerning further requirements for publications and 
depicts their priorities for additional materials. 



questionnaires was extraordinarily good. A 15% 
response to this type of questionnaire is considered 
normal. Over 30% responded to the questionnaires; 
this can possibly be attributed to the interest of 
respondents in the subject matter of the periodicals 
and the treatment of the information contained 
therein by the Office of Child Development. 

Respondents reported using Day Care publica- 
tions to a much greater extent for reference pur- 
poses and planning new centers than for assistance 
with on-going programs. This may reflect the 
current state of development of day care operations. 
It is reasonable to infer that new centers arc in the 
process of being formed, and that these publications 
will serve as guides lo these processes. 

The high interest expressed by respondents in re- 
ceiving Booklet 3, Preschool (unpublished), indicates 
a critical need on the part of day care centers for 
resource materials in this important area of opera- 
tions. Day care personnel arc seriously concerned 
about the lack of participation of parents in the day 
care programs. They feel that some materials/ 
methodologies to assist in motivating parents to be- 
come concerned with day care operations are of 
high priority. The desire for curriculum data is 
centered around structured (closely graded) course 
materials. Since there is a large variety of useful re- 
sources in this connection, perhaps an annotated 
bibliography or compendium of structured curricula 
keyed to age groups would satisfy this need. 

Many administrators were interested in more in- 
formation concerning sources of funds for day care 
operations. The requirement for a "manual on day 
care," and a film on a "model center," along with 
the request for graphic aids appear to be good, 
feasible recommendations, and should be entertained 
as fully cost-effective to the program. 

Summary 

In summary, the recipients of Office of Child 
Development publications have a very high regard 
for these publications and use them extensively in 
planning, administering and operating day care cen- 
ters. The fact that a si/cable number of respon- 
dents wish to receive no t-ycl -published materials re- 
flects the reliance that day care center personnel 
place upon the authoritative nature of these publica- 
tions. OCD publications arc providing a very neccs- 



V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Personnel of th£ University Sciences Forum have 
conducted and analysed a number of surveys. Our 
experience confirms that the response to the OCD 



PRINCIPAL USE 

AS REFERENCE 
PLAN NEW CENTERS 
STAFF TRAINING 
IDEAS 

EXISTING PROGRAMS 




PERCENT 
OF TOTAL ' 
RESPONDEES 
ANSWERING 



Chart 3 
Use of Existing Materials 



BOOKLET #3 

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT 
CURRICULUM OATA 

FUNDING/MANAGEMENT 
GRAPHIC AIDS 

MANUAL ON DAY A 
MANUAL ON DAY CARE 

FILM ON "MODEL CENTER" 




PERCENT OF 
RESPONDEES 
ANSWERING 



Chart 4 
Additional Requirements 



sary and practical function of advisory assistance to 
day care center operators. 

The fact that 96% of the respondents "read" the 
publications, and many "loaned" them is most signi- 
ficant, Certain publications were more intensely 
read or considered more relevant by some disci- 
plines. This js understandable since several publica- 
tions are written for specialists. Some in-depth 
study should be made of the publication, -Serving 
School Age Children/ 1 Although scoring relatively 



well in any rating scheme, this publication was not 
as favorably received. 



Conclusions 

Office of Child Development efforts to assure read- 
ability of these publications have succeeded. This Is 
confirmed by a 9$% favorable response. Less than 
one percent felt they encountered some difficulty in 
reading the publications, and 4% did not answer. 
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